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The purpose of this study was to examine key factors affecting 
teachers' perception of the required staff development program. The study also 
looked at how these factors influenced teachers' perception. 
Seventy-four Fulton County Middle School classroom teachers were 
selected to participate in this study. The study sought to determine if there 
was a difference in the perception of teachers from a low socioeconomic middle 
school and teachers' perception from a high socioeconomic middle school 
regarding the staff development program. 
Data were compiled from each teacher covering eight factors. They 
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were: less than five years experience, six or more years experience, retirement 
plan, scheduling of sessions, starting time of sessions, knowledge, teacher 
participation and accessibility. The t-test of independence was the statistical 
tool used to analyze the data. The frequency analysis was used to present 
demographic data. The findings of this study indicated that there were no 
significant differences between teachers' perception in a low socioeconomic 
middle school and teachers' perception in a high socioeconomic middle school 
for these factors: less than five years experience, six or more years experience, 
retirement plan, scheduling of sessions, knowledge, teacher participation, and 
accessibility. However, the study did conclude that there was a significant 
difference between teachers' perception regarding the starting time of sessions 
in the overall staff development program. 
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Over the past two to three decades, a growing concern regarding the 
implementation of an effective staff development program has resulted in 
several studies to determine the attitudes of educators regarding such 
programs. Even though findings indicated dissatisfaction with current efforts, 
there was a strong consensus that staff development was critical if school 
programs and practices were to be improved. 
Guskey (1986) stated that while teachers are required by certification 
or contractual agreements to take part in various forms of staff development, 
most teachers engage in staff development because they want to become 
better teachers. According to Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989), many school 
districts initiated extensive staff development programs to improve student 
learning. 
As we approach the turn of the century, rapid changes in the 
characteristics, conditions and academic needs of students will continue. 
Teachers often are required to develop or adapt curricula, design programs or 
engage in systematic school improvement plans that have as their goal the 
improvement of classroom instruction and/or curriculum. These requirements 
create new demands on staff developers in planning staff development 
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programs that initiate changes in teacher behavior, beliefs, attitudes and 
perceptions. 
Although teachers are strongly committed to student learning and want 
to do all they can to improve learning, they generally oppose changes in their 
present instructional practices. Hinson, Caldwell and Landrum ( 1989) identified 
some factors that may prove useful and productive in planning and 
implementing staff development programs. They are: 
1. Staff development should be provided in an ongoing coherent 
manner. "One-shot" activities are viewed as relatively ineffective. 
2. Staff development activities should be held as close to the actual 
site of teaching as possible. 
3. Participation in decision making may serve to motivate teachers. 
Such participation may include decision about goals, objectives, 
content and organization. 
4. Participation in staff development activities should be perceived 
by teachers as non-threatening and non-judgmental. 
5. Staff development literature suggests that research based in 
teaching and job relatedness are the most prominent issues related 
to the content of staff development activities. 
6. Effective training programs include two categories of design 
components (a) orientation and (b) support mechanisms. 
7. Staff development should be activity-oriented, providing hands on 
experiences aimed at specific teaching skills. 
8. School improvement can be achieved when the sense of shared 
professional involvement occurs in the following four types: (a) 
peer problem solving and discussion about teaching, (b) peer 
observation and feedback, (c) joint planning, and (d) role 
exchange. 
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9. Staff development activities should focus initially on results that 
are tangible to participants. Many staff development activities 
begin by trying to change teachers' attitudes before changing their 
behavior (p. 48). 
The intent of this study is to look at factors common to a quality staff 
development program and how teachers perceive the procedural components 
that are provided to enhance their professional growth and development. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine key factors affecting 
teachers' perception of the required staff development program. The study 
looked at two major demographic factors along with selected program factors 
that influenced teachers' perception of the implementation of the staff 
development program. 
Background of the Problem 
Student learning is closely related to the knowledge of professionals and staff 
development is one such vehicle to develop and reinforce that knowledge. In 
this view, staff development is change; in learning materials, skills, practices, 
thinking, and understanding. Weissglass (1991) discussed four courses as 
obstacles to educational change. They are: the culture of schools; personal 
resistance to change; lack of awareness of the need for change; and working 
conditions of teachers. He describes the culture of schools as beliefs, 
attitudes, and unquestioned practices that stemmed from the very foundation 
of public schools laid in 1835. However, in the 19th century, the growing 
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industrialized economy required more manual and clerical workers to meet the 
need which influenced the belief that educators now hold about schools. 
In order for education to meet the needs of the 21st Century, it will 
require that teachers begin to adopt new approaches to students and subjects. 
Teachers, however, are reluctant to adopt new approaches or practices unless 
they feel sure they can make them work. They do not easily alter or discard 
the practices they have developed and refined in their own classrooms. 
Therefore, if staff development programs are to be successful, they must 
clearly illustrate how the new practices can be implemented without too much 
disruption or extra work. Staff development programs should be explained in 
concrete terms and should be aimed at specific teaching skills (p. 28). 
The personal concerns of teachers must also be addressed. If teachers 
are to focus attention on how the new program or innovation might benefit 
their students, they must resolve their concerns about how new practices will 
affect them personally. Teachers must view the staff developer as a credible, 
articulate and charismatic person. It is essential that the staff developer 
stresses how these new practices can be practical and efficiently used in the 
classroom. Although these factors can greatly facilitate the implementation 
process, it still does not mean that every teacher will leave a staff development 
session convinced that the new program or innovation will work for them. 
A teacher's background such as ethnic, culture, class and gender also 
affects the instruction. For example: A teacher of high socioeconomic status 
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may rate himself high in understanding student problems but may be rated low 
by his students. Teachers can no longer remain in isolation, due to increased 
attention given to achievement for minority as well as majority students. 
Instead, teachers need to talk about issues such as curriculum, achievement, 
their own attitudes and practices and how their attitudes affect all students. 
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989) defines staff development as those 
processes that improve the job-related knowledge, skills or attitudes of school 
employees (p. 40). Although participants in staff development activities may 
include school board members, central office administrators, principals, and 
non-certified staff, this study focus on staff development for teachers. In 
particular, it examines teachers' perception of the required staff development 
program in their middle schools which is intended to improve student learning 
through enhanced teacher performance. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem of this study was to investigate the reluctance of teachers 
to participate in the staff development program because their perception of this 
program influenced their participation. As we approach the year 2000, staff 
development must become the process through which teachers become further 
educated to meet the needs of a diverse student population and keep abreast 
of changes within their profession. Some examples of this diversity are 
students from different nationalities, changing characteristics and attitudes of 
students served, and the impact of children from dysfunctional families. In an 
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effort to meet these challenges, teachers must become engaged in content- 
related staff development programs offered by the school system. The problem 
of this study was to investigate the reluctance of teachers to participate in the 
staff development program because teachers' perception of this program 
influenced their participation. 
Significance of the Study 
Throughout the country, principals, staff developers, curriculum 
specialists, and teachers are directing their immediate attention to issues of 
instructional improvement. The most recent wave of national and state reports 
have pointed to deficiencies in the educational process and its outcomes. With 
these pressing concerns, schools in the 21st century will need to change to 
meet the needs of a rapidly changing society. Some researchers have agreed 
that staff development programs will need to focus on: increased knowledge 
base, new social complexities in which schools find themselves today, and the 
continued need for individual self renewal (Hixson 1991, p.4). 
In support of continuing education, this study will provide educators 
in both large and small, rich and poor school districts a reference for 
redesigning and implementing future staff development programs by 
incorporating the needs and interests of teachers. The findings of this study 
should generate additional knowledge of the many approaches to developing 




Questions that prompted the research investigation were as follows: 
1. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school with less than five years experience 
of the overall staff development program? 
2. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school with six or more years experience of 
the overall staff development program? 
3. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school who plan to retire over the next five 
years of the overall staff development program? 
4. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the scheduling of sessions 
in the overall staff development program? 
5. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the starting time of 
sessions in the overall staff development program? 
6. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding knowledge of available 
requirement information of the overall staff development program? 
7. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the need for their 
participation in the overall staff development program? 
8. Is there a difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the accessibility of 




In chapter 1, an introductory statement was made pertaining to the 
growing concern for the implementation of an effective staff development 
program. Staff development was defined, its importance to improving the 
quality of education and student learning was discussed, nine factors that 
proved useful in the implementation of a staff development program were 
offered, and four obstacles to educational change were presented. Because 
staff development for the year 2000 will need to incorporate opportunities to 
help teachers understand the recommendations for change, a need for the 
study was evident. The significance of the study was presented and the 
Research questions were identified to guide the researcher in the data collection 
and analysis process. The following chapter looks at other works pertaining to 
staff development. The results of the next chapter confirms a need for this 
study. That is, to understand how teachers truly perceive the staff 
development program as it is implemented today. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The purpose of this study was to examine key factors affecting 
teachers' perception of the required staff development program. 
A thorough review of the literature revealed a minimal amount of 
information directly related to the study. Because of this, the literature 
reviewed in this section pertained to the role of staff development in education 
reform. The literature has been reviewed under the following topics: (1) 
Changing Teaching Content/Curriculum; (2) Factors Affecting Change-Training 
of Staff Developers; (3) Effective Staff Development Programs; and (4) Future 
of Staff Development/Programs. 
Changing Teaching Content/Curriculum 
Educators who wish to have effective schools have learned the 
importance of staff development in the implementation process. Parkay and 
Damico (1989) observed that real change takes place at the building level and 
that involving the faculty in staff development is the key to that change. 
According to research, staff development and successful school implementation 
plans should be designed around the following proven concepts. They are: (1) 
staff development must lead to school improvement; (2) faculty members must 
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feel a sense of ownership about the improvement plan and staff development. 
(3) the way to develop ownership is to involve key faculty members in the 
presentation of the staff development; (4) the way to most effectively involve 
key faculty members is to train them to deliver staff development using well- 
planned, well-designed and well-organized material; (5) the faculty must put to 
use the skills developed in staff development not only to improve their own 
teaching but to improve the school; (6) effective school research and practice 
represents the best and most proven way to improve student achievement (p. 
8). 
Dillon-Peterson (1991) described the early history of staff development, 
referred to as in-service training, as simple and imaginative. The term in-service 
training referred to (a) workshops conducted prior to opening day in larger 
school districts, (b) state teachers' conventions held in the fall, (c) some 
teacher institutes held in a few states on occasional Saturdays, and (d) a series 
of off-campus courses offered either independently or in conjunction with local 
school districts (p. 48). 
According to Goldenberg and Gallimore (1991), there has been no 
fundamental changes in the way American teachers teach in more than a 
century. Everyone wants change, but the proposed reform is not achieving its 
aims. One solution is to say goodbye to quick-fix workshops and create 
contexts in teachers' work lives that sustain meaningful changes. They further 
observed that these contexts should engage teachers in the concrete challenges 
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and problems they face. The contexts must also include the range of possible 
solutions and an examination of progress in addressing these challenges. 
In-service activities were initiated primarily because many teachers had 
less than four-year degrees at that time. The state teachers' convention was 
one of the earliest form of in-service training. At these conventions, teachers 
were introduced to additional teaching techniques and ideas, and given 
opportunities to review current curriculum materials (p. 28). 
The term staff development did not come into general use until about 
the mid-1970s. Since that time, staff development has become an accepted 
function in almost all school districts of any size in the United States and 
around the world. 
Doll (1992) stated that if the curriculum is to be improved, teachers 
must have the necessary insights, skills, and attitudes for planning and 
implementing curriculum change. They gain these insights, skills and attitudes 
by being educated or reeducated on the job. The justification for engaging in 
staff development activities rests on the assumption that the students will not 
be changed very much unless the professional and personal lives of their 
teachers are made richer with fruitful experiences. 
According to Erb (1991), teachers of middle grades need very special, 
in-depth training added to much knowledge and understanding of the 
curriculum necessary to bring needed change for this age group. 
Guskey's (1986) model of three major outcomes of staff development 
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is change in the classroom practices of teachers, change in their beliefs and 
attitudes, and change in the learning outcomes of students. The model 
suggests a sequence of events believed to represent the process from staff 
development to continuing change in teachers' perceptions and attitudes. 
The changes in student learning result from specific changes teachers 
have made in their classroom practices, for example, the use of new materials 
or curricula, or a new instructional approach. While the model does not explain 
or account for all the variables associated with teacher change, it is a 
framework by which to better understand the dynamics of teacher change. 
McEvoy ( 1987) gathered data from a five year study, conducted at the 
Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development, that revealed 
the following: ( 1 ) inform teachers of professional opportunities, (2) disseminate 
professional and curriculum materials, (3) focus staff attention on a specific 
theme, (4) solicit teachers' opinions, (5) encourage experimentation, and (6) 
recognize individual teachers' achievements. Teachers seemed to appreciate 
this type of informal supervision more than the formal teacher evaluation 
procedures. 
In further support of the ineffectiveness of staff development, Lambert 
(1989) agreed that we must redesign staff development to involve and 
empower the learner. Teachers should be encouraged to talk about their own 
thinking and teaching, instead of just about materials, discipline, activities, and 
individualization for success. They should be encouraged to initiate change in 
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the school environment as well as share in the leadership of the school. 
Teachers should take an acitve role in the restructuring of schools. In doing so, 
they are expanding their own roles and the image of teaching as a profession. 
Factors Affecting Change-- Training 
of Staff Developers 
A central and major premise is that the single most important factor 
in any change process is the people who will be most affected by the change. 
Working from this premise, Hord, Rutherford, Austin and Hall (1987) focused 
on six major stages of change from the teachers' point of view. In stages one 
and two, the information and personal stages, the teachers will want to know 
more about the innovation. In stage three, the management stage, teachers 
become more intense as final preparations are made for the use of an 
innovation. When teachers' most intense concerns are about the efforts of an 
innovation on students and what can be done to improve the effectiveness of 
the program, they have reached stage four. The last two stages deal with 
consequence, collaboration, and refocusing. When teachers have used an 
innovation with efficiency, they become concerned about finding even better 
ways to reach and teach students. 
Goens and Clover (1993) reported that school reform iss less likely to 
be successful because the dark side of schools are at work. He described fear 
and anger as the core elements of the dark side. Fear of retribution, discipline 
or job loss is used to maintain conformity to current practice in formal 
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organizations. Fear can also exist among peers. Peer groups can create 
tyranny, intimidation, conformity and mediocrity. Any teacher who has been 
ostracized by colleagues understands the imposing impact that social isolation 
has on self-esteem, confidence and acceptance (p. 34). 
Informal power structures can replace formal ones and prevent change 
efforts. When some teachers attempt new ways to teach, they are sanctioned 
and informally coerced back into line. They conclude that change must be 
modest, slow, and built upon current structures. 
In a recent, relatively large study of staff development practices, 
teachers, teacher educators, staff developers, administrators, and parents of 
school-age students were surveyed in various parts of the country regarding 
their views of staff development. Bents and Harvey (1984) reported that while 
more than a quarter of all types of respondents believed staff development 
practices were generally of desired quality, over 40 percent perceived present 
practice as only fair and nearly 30 percent indicated that in-service training was 
in poor condition (p. 30). 
The study indicated that teachers were concerned about individual 
differences as they interact with specific innovations or changes in staff 
development efforts. Thus, information regarding teachers' concerns about a 
specific innovation or change is particularly useful in staff development. 
Hopkins (1987) discussed teacher research as an appropriate basis on 
which to focus staff development activities. Teacher action research is 
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research undertaken by teachers in classrooms and schools for the purpose of 
improving instruction. A major factor becomes the teacher's ability to theorize 
about practice and to think systematically about what he or she is doing. 
Brown (1990) reported that teacher action research is not only a way 
of improving instruction, but affords the opportunity for teachers to direct their 
own professional development. While many authors promote teachers' 
involvement in research, few studies have surveyed teachers for their 
perceptions about the outcomes of the research. 
Wideen and Andrews (1987), in their studies on action research cited 
several examples in which teachers have engaged in classroom research 
activities. Some examples cited were: a first year teacher examining his/her 
questioning technique, an experienced teacher assessing the effect of wait time 
and an English teacher building up a picture of the work ethic in a low academic 
set of seventh graders. The teachers involved are all engaged in significant 
professional development activities, representing an essential component of 
staff development. This type of research is often referred to as action 
research. Wideen and Andrews explain it this way: 
Action research, as the study of praxis must be research 
into one's own practice. The action researcher will embark on a 
course of action strategically; monitor the action, the 
circumstances under which it occurs and its consequences; and 
retrospectively reconstruct an interpretation of the action as a 
basis for future action. 
Weissglass' (1991) model presented four parts to educational change. 
They are: 
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1. Teachers need to continue to learn about new research and from 
their interaction with students, parents, and administrators. They 
also need to better understand the effects of bias and 
mistreatment on learning. 
2. Teachers need to reflect on their teaching and leadership and their 
beliefs and theories. They need to plan for instruction and for 
school change. 
3. Whether negative feelings come from the past or are elicited by 
the present situation, obtaining emotional support can help you 
deal with them constructively. 
4. Action is necessary to improve instruction. In order to change 
schools so that all students reach their full potential, schools must 
be more respectful of students' thinking and culture, improve 
relationships between teachers and administrators, and empower 
parents (p. 29). 
Weissglass' model for educational change took into account the need 
for personal transformation and improved collegial relationships. His model 
showed that no one component is more important than the other, and that each 
component is essential to the change process. 
According to Guskey and Sparks (1991), the content of staff 
development, the quality of it, and the organizational climate and culture are 
the factors that should produce improvement in learning outcomes of students. 
They stated, the problem that arises is that these factors are difficult to 
measure as are the outcomes. With the best of effort, student learning 
outcomes often do not change for the better as expected. The authors point 
out that pre- and post-tests will not provide needed documentation, and while 
staff development is essential, it, too, is not sufficient. 
For example, do we measure the behaviors and instructional practices 
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of teachers? Not an easy task, yet these too, are vitally important in the 
success of learners. Student outcomes are influenced by factors such as: 
attendance, behaviors, or how well students learn, think, reason, solve 
problems, and how they feel about themselves as a rule or on a specific test 
day. The variables are numerous and they fluctuate as test scores tend to do. 
Furthermore, the quality of staff development may or may not be as 
valuable as the attitude of the teachers receiving the training. Teachers are the 
key players in implementation, follow-up activities and the overall quality of the 
program. The most important part of the equality of staff development may be 
found in how it is presented. To carry this a step further, the same is true 
when decisions are made by teachers for the "how" of their presentations to 
students. 
According to Caldwell (1986), the lack of good attitudes toward 
training from teachers could be because they have poorly trained administrators 
as role models. Another consideration is, can teachers effectively put into 
practice the changes needed if administrators are unaware of the real need? 
Teachers can and do accomplish more when they have good leadership and 
strong support from administrators. 
Staff development for administrators need to go beyond the short, 
content-loaded, out of town meetings that are somewhat standard. Educators 
currently need to have studies carried out within the schools. Practice, 
feedback and application need to be developed in the school setting. Adequate 
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resources are also needed to bring about effective implementation (p. 174). In 
this manner, educators can immediately see the results, adjust programs, 
strategies and further be encouraged by successes and personal growth. 
Henkelman and Bohn (1989) presents a similar view on the training of 
staff developers. They observe that if staff development professionals are to 
contribute significantly to the growth of others, they must be trained in 
programs that are models for the ways in which significant growth can occur. 
Staff developers must be empowered themselves if they are to empower 
others. 
School systems vary widely in respect to both the quantity and quality 
of their staff development programs. According to Olivia (1984), factors that 
appear to make a difference in respect to quantity and quality of staff 
development opportunities are: (1) motivational level of the teachers, (2) 
leadership from administrators and supervisors, and (3) financial resources. 
Where teachers accept the need and desirability of continuing their professional 
education, staff development programs flourish. Where administrators and 
supervisors take an active role in promoting and planning staff development 
opportunities, and where funds are available, teacher participation in staff 
development training is higher (p. 357). 
Effective Staff Development Programs 
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley ( 1989) defined staff development as those 
processes that improve the job-related knowledge, skills, or attitudes of school 
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employees. Five models of staff development were described: (1 ) individually- 
guided staff development, (2) observation/assessment, (3) involvement in a 
development/improvement process, (4) training, and (5) inquiry. Individually- 
guided staff development refers to a process through which teachers plan for 
and pursue activities they believe will promote their own learning. This process 
may produce growth or provide information used to select areas for growth (p. 
40). 
Involvement in a development/improvement plan engages 
teachers in developing curriculum, designing programs or engaging in a school 
improvement process. It involves teachers in acquiring knowledge or skills 
through appropriate individual or group instruction. The organizational context 
includes organizational climate, leadership and support, district policies, and 
systems and participant involvement. The final section looks for gaps in the 
knowledge base of staff development. It identifies areas about which there is 
still more to learn and areas that remain unexplored by researchers. 
Of the five models discussed, research on training is the most widely 
used form of staff development and the most thoroughly investigated. 
According to Sparks (1992), significant school improvement 
efforts were closely linked to quality staff development programs. He 
recommended 10 practices of staff and organization development when 
appropriately implemented, can have a profound impact on the attitudes and 
instructional behavior of teachers. They were: 
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1. Have a clear vision for your school. 
2. Establish norms of collegiality and experimentation. 
3. Display a collaborative attitude. 
4. Use research on staff development. 
5. Recognize that staff development can take many forms. 
6. Encourage faculty involvement in a wide range of staff 
development activities. 
7. Stay abreast of recent research and practice. 
8. View supervision and evaluation as staff development 
opportunities. 
9. Model what you preach. 
10. Take the long view. Lasting change takes time (p. 3). 
School improvement will have a profound influence on the direction the 
school will take to meet the challenges of educating students for the 21st 
century. 
One effective approach, Readiness, Planning, Training, Implementation 
and Maintenance (RPTIM) described in the Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development (ASCD) yearbook (cited by Wood, McQuarrie and 
Thompson (1983)), seem to hold promise for planning and implementing 
effective in-service for professional educators. 
For some time, educators have been concerned about the quality and 
effectiveness of staff development programs provided to school personnel. 
The RPTIM model identifies what happens before, after and during the 
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planning and training and specifies the practices that should be used in 
designing staff development programs. 
According to Payne (1993), staff development in the Fulton County 
School System is a continuous effort to improve personnel in order to bring 
about organizational and instructional improvement. The school system has 
recognized for sometime that the improvement of its employees lead to 
increased or new skills which lead to increased student achievement. In 
recognition of this fact, the school system has had staff development 
requirements since 1945, has provided a professional leave policy, a 
professional library, instructional coordinators with staff development 
responsibilities, and has sponsored countless seminars, workshops, and 
courses. 
In developing an effective staff development program, Strong (1990) 
and his colleagues analyzed these questions: what do we want to teach, and 
how we should teach it. He stated that curricula should be organized around 
the kinds of problems that are likely to encounter. They are: (1) retention - 
making negative memories, (2) motivation and cooperation - making choices, 
(3) meaning and comprehension - making sense, and (4) transfer and 
application - making use (p. 25). 
If educators really want to foster teachers' growth, they need to 
change more than the content of staff development. They need to change the 
methods of teaching that content. Strong believes that educators can teach 
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concepts, procedures, events, techniques, and pieces of knowledge if they can 
answer four questions about each piece of knowledge: What is its' purpose?, 
What is its' structure?, What are model cases of it?, and What arguments 
explain or evaluate it? Together these questions would provide a framework 
for teachers to design units of lessons. 
According to Hinson, Caldwell and Landrum (1989), the 
effectiveness of staff development programs that enables change and 
improvement in teachers' behaviors is still being disputed. Lack of sincere 
commitment and participation by both teachers and administrators, insensitivity 
of planners to the individual needs of schools and staff members, and the 
inability to link program content to actual school situations were cited as 
reasons for staff development's ineffectiveness (p. 48). 
Recommendations from the literature they examined were grouped into 
four categories: (1) planning and management concerns, (2) program content, 
(3) training components, and (4) method of delivery of the recommended 
activities. 
Future of Staff Development 
By the year 2000, all middle grade educators will have an understanding 
of early adolescence as a stage of development and will be able to implement 
the most effective teaching approaches, school and classroom organizational 
practices, management strategies, and curriculum (Epstein, Lockard and 
Dauber, 1991). If this goal is reached, middle grade teachers, principals, 
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counselors, curriculum supervisors, and others will work as expert professionals 
to continue their knowledge and practices to provide developmentally 
challenging and supporting programs to early adolescents. 
A survey conducted by several researchers in the National Education 
Association's Conditions and Resources of Teaching revealed several reactions 
to the present design and delivery of staff development. Over 55 percent of 
the respondents rated staff development as "low in quantity" and also "low in 
quality" for their needs. Of all sources of job-related knowledge and skills, staff 
development training ranked last in the list, with only 13 percent of the 
teachers saying their staff development experiences were "definitely effective". 
Most teachers (over 60 percent) reported that they did not often get to 
participate in decisions about staff development. About 70 percent believed 
they should have opportunities to participate more in these decisions. About 
85 percent of the teachers did not often discuss their own training needs with 
their principals. This suggests that staff development, evaluation of teaching 
quality, and individual growth are not often connected. 
Although some researchers disagree, it is generally believed that 
effective staff development programs can improve school practices and student 
learning. 
Staff development activities are entering the world of technological 
change where staff developers can choose from a variety of delivery modes for 
distance education. Schmidt and Faulkner (1989) reviewed advantages and 
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disadvantages of delivery including correspondence courses, radio, television 
or satellite-delivered instruction, teleconferencing, computer conferencing or 
electronic networking. 
The study showed that there is a need for distance education in the 
professional development of teachers. A growing need exists for professional 
continuing education, for college level courses, for learning related to family 
and community concerns, for leisure activities and self-development, and for 
basic courses. Thus, various means for delivering education over distance have 
emerged. 
According to Hoffman and Stage (1993), the body of scientific 
knowledge has exploded. Concerns about competitiveness in the global 
economy are fueling the renewal of science and mathematics education. The 
business community demands entry-level workers who are able to think and 
solve problems. Regardless of our international rank, informed citizenship in the 
year 2000 requires that all people have a greater understanding of science. 
Educators are increasingly confronted with questions for which 
scientific information and ways of thinking are necessary for informed decision 
making. For these reasons, scientists and science educators are taking 
advantage of the current attention on national education goals to do a better 
job in the 1990s. 
Romberg (1993) stated that the vision of school mathematics 
expressed in the Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics 
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is captured in this statement: "All students need to learn more, and often 
different, mathematics.... Instruction in mathematics must be significantly 
revised." The following implications can be drawn from this statement. 
Teaching mathematics to all students emphasizes that anyone who is to be a 
productive citizen in the 21st century must be mathematically literate. 
More mathematics implies that all students need to learn more than how to 
manipulate arithmetic routines. Often mathematics indicates that all students 
need to learn concepts from Algebra, Geometry, Trigonometry, Statistics, 
Probability, Discrete Mathematics, and Calculus. To learn means more than to 
memorize and repeat. Learning involves investigating, formulating, 
representing, reasoning, and using appropriate strategies to solve problems, and 
then reflecting on how mathematics is being used. Revised instruction implies 
that teachers and students need to envision mathematics classrooms where 
arguments are presented, and strategies are discussed (p. 36). 
Thus, students need to learn to value mathematics, to reason and 
communicate mathematically, and to become confident in their power to use 
mathematics coherently. 
According to research conducted by Smylie and Conyers (1991), staff 
development of the past 20 years viewed teaching as a production or factory 
model. Their research reported teachers working alone and being individually 
responsible for implementing instructional programs. 
Growing demands on teachers suggest that teaching can no longer be 
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viewed as an individual activity. Teachers will have to work and learn together 
to meet the rapidly changing needs of their students. This conception of 
teaching suggests at least four important changes in staff development. They 
are: (1) from deficit-based to competency-based approaches, (2) from 
replication to reflection, (3) from learning separately to learning together, and 
(4) from centralization to decentralization (p. 12). 
Empowerment is the factor that gives us the cutting edge in today's 
education. It holds the key to developing self-esteem and learning which we 
have been struggling to promote in years' past for teachers, leaders and 
students. 
Therefore, when teachers are empowered, their curriculum as well as 
their students' should become empowered. According to Arnold (1991): 
1. The curriculum should be developed to incorporate the 
experiences, ideas and concepts of the young adolescent. 
2. The curriculum should enable students to assume control over 
their own learning. 
3. The curriculum should help young people make sense of 
themselves and their world, frequently replacing text and 
teachers' questions with the adolescents' own questions. 
4. The curriculum should encourage adolescents to contribute to the 
well being of others as it aids them in feeling needed and useful. 
5. The curriculum should help young adolescents understand the 
forces which are exploiting them and/or hindering their (p. 9). 
The above five steps of empowerment are relative not only to the 
curriculum but to educators. 
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Summary 
All studies agree that change in staff development programs is 
inevitable if educators are to meet the needs of the rapidly changing student 
population. The manner in which these changes are perceived by teachers is 
the problem. Although many factors cited contributed to bringing about a 
positive change in the perception and attitudes of teachers, it still does not 
mean that the teacher will respond positively to the change. 
However, research shows that changing teaching content/curriculum, 
training of staff developers, and effective staff development programs have 
significant influences on teachers' perception and behavior. 
CHAPTER III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
This chapter describes the theoretical framework of the research. The focus 
of the study was to examine key factors of variables affecting teachers' 
perception of a required staff development program. The study looked at the 
relationship between two major demographic factors and several program 
factors. The variables are presented in the model below. 
Theoretical Model 
Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
1. School Location 1. Teachers' Perception 
a. Low Socioeconomic of the Staff Development 
Middle School Program 
b. High Socioeconomic 
Middle School Components of the Dependent 
Variable 
2. Years of Experience a. Scheduling of Sessions 
3. Retirement Plan b. Starting Time of Sessions 
c. Knowledge of the Staff 
Development Program 
d. Teacher Participation in 
the Staff Development 
Program 
e. Accessibility to the 
Staff Development Program 
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The Role of Theory 
The literature suggests several factors to be considered in the planning 
and implementation of an effective staff development program. Factors cited 
in this study were taken from a survey that was used in the evaluation of 
services provided by Fulton County School System. Additionally, responses 
were solicited from a small group of middle school classroom teachers from 
north and south Fulton County with varied levels of teaching experiences. 
The dependent variable is teachers' perception. Components of the 
dependent variable are ( 1 ) scheduling of sessions, (2) starting time of sessions, 
(3) knowledge of staff development, (4) teacher participation, and (5) 
accessibility to staff development. The independent variables are (1) school 
location, 2) years of experience, and (3) retirement plan. 
Presentation and Definition of Variables 
A staff development program must prepare educators to re-examine 
the methods of instruction used in schools today. Therefore, a staff 
development program should include activities that are closely related to 
classroom practices. Teachers must view the skills as being realistic, 
important, relevant and practical to their job related needs. The learning tasks 
should be structured to effect visible change and improvement in job 
performance. 
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley ( 1989) define staff development as "Those 













(p.40). Definitions of study variables follow below: 
Teachers' Perception: The way teachers feel and respond to a 
required staff development program. 
Retirement Plan: Classroom teachers planning to retire within the 
next five years. 
Teaching Experience: Classroom teachers with less than five years 
of experience and teachers with six or more years of experience. 
Sessions: The time of year a staff development program is held. 
Starting Time: The time a staff development program is scheduled 
to begin. 
Knowledge: Teachers' awareness of a staff development program 
offered by the school system toward professional growth and 
development and certification. 
Teacher Participation: A staff development program that teachers 
participate in for professional growth and/or certification. 
Accessibility: The availability of information and the ease of 
registering for a staff development program. 
Low Socioeconomic Middle School: A combination of social and 
economic factors specifically relating to public housing and single 
family dwellings with 43 percent of the student population on free 
and reduced lunch. 
High Socioeconomic Middle School: A combination of social and 
economic factors specifically relating to a residential community 
with only 4 percent of the student population on free and reduced 
lunch. 
Null Hypotheses 
The null hypotheses are stated as follows for statistical examination: 
H1: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
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socioeconomic middle school with less than five years 
experience regarding the overall staff development program. 
H2: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school with six or more years 
experience regarding the overall staff development program. 
H3: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school who plan to retire over the 
next five years regarding the overall staff development 
program. 
H4: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the scheduling of 
sessions in the overall staff development program. 
H5: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the starting time of 
sessions in the overall staff development program. 
H6: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding knowledge of 
available requirement information pertaining to the overall 
staff development program. 
H7: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the need for their 
participation in the overall staff development program. 
H8: There is no difference between teachers' perception at a 
low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the accessibility of 
available information pertaining to the overall staff 
development program. 
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Limitations of the Study 
The research study was limited by the following factors: 
1. The study was limited to two middle schools. 
2. The sample size was limited to seventy-four teachers. 
3. Teachers selected to participate in the study teach students on 
one of three grade levels: sixth, seventh and eighth. 
4. Only regular classroom teachers were subjects of the study. 
5. Teachers may not respond to every item selected for the study. 
6. Race was not a factor because staff development is required of all 
teachers. 
7. Data was collected for the 1993 school year. 
Summary 
In the theoretical framework of the study, the independent variables of 
school location, years of experience and retirement plans were examined in 
relation to teachers' perception of the staff development program. 
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1990) definition of staff development 
indicated the necessity of improving skills or attitudes of employees in an 
attempt to improve performance in the workplace. The dependent variable was 
defined as the way teachers feel and respond to require a staff development 
program. The independent variables were identified and defined as important 
factors contributing to the implementation of an effective staff development 
program. 
CHAPTER IV 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
For the purpose of this study, attention was directed toward examining 
some of the factors affecting teachers' perception of a required staff 
development program. The study sought to determine if the independent 
variables of less than five years experience, six or more years experience, 
retirement plans, scheduling of sessions, starting time of sessions, knowledge 
of, teacher participation in, and accessibility to staff development affect 
teachers' perception. 
Design of the Study 
The research design selected for this study was correlational. 
Correlational designs focus on assessing the conditions, events and situations 
that exist between two or more variables (Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, 1990, p. 
145). In this study, the relationship between teachers' perception and factors 
affecting teachers' perception of a required staff development program were 
examined. A questionnaire was the instrument used in this study. The results 
of the responses were analyzed and correlation techniques were used to decide 




Description of the Setting 
The study was conducted at two of the nine Fulton County middle 
schools. Camp Creek Middle School (CCMS), located in south Fulton County, 
opened its doors to the community in 1985. The current student body, 
approximately 1,064, consists of a multi-ethnic mix of 96 percent Black, 3 
percent White, and 1 percent Asian. The students are in grades six through 
eight. CCMS attendance zone includes families from two public housing 
communities, 29 apartment complexes, and single family dwellings. The high 
mobility rate is due to the large number of apartment complexes. 
Approximately, 43 percent of the students receive free and/or reduced lunch. 
The teaching staff consists of 46 certified classroom teachers. There are four 
administrators; namely, one principal and three assistant principals. There are 
two counselors, one home-school liaison teacher and one school resource 
officer. The team approach is used to teach the core curriculum. There are ten 
special area courses offered at all three grade levels. They are: art, music, 
keyboard, physical education, speech and drama, music, foreign language, 
family resource management, industrial technology and debate. The school and 
community take pride in the gain made in student achievement as evidenced 
in the scores on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. 
Holcomb Bridge Middle School (HBMS), located in north Fulton County, 
is one of three middle schools established in Fulton County in 1983. The 
current enrollment, approximately 1,115, has a multi-ethnic mix of 6 percent 
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Asian, 6 percent Black, 3 percent Hispanic and 85 percent White. The 
students are in grades six through eight. HBMS is surrounded by a growing 
residential community composed of middle to upper-middle class families. 
Many families have moved in from other states and foreign countries. The 
quality programs and services have caused many families to choose HBMS over 
private schools in the area. The teaching staff consists of 58 certified 
classroom teachers. There are four administrators; namely, one principal and 
three assistant principals, two counselors and one school resource officer. The 
team approach is also used to teach the core curriculum. Special area courses 
offered are the same as Camp Creek's except for a full time ESOL (English as 
a Second Language) teacher instructing students who have limited proficiency 
in English. The school takes pride itself in its many accomplishments. Priority 
is given to effective communication between the home and the school. 
Sampling Procedures 
All certified classroom teachers from each middle school were asked to 
participate in the study. However, a total of seventy-four teachers voluntarily 
responded to the questionnaire. The teaching experience ranged from zero to 
thirty or more years. The teaching classifications ranged from regular education 
children to exceptional children and from teachers of the gifted to the remedial. 
The schools selected for the study were located in the northern and southern 
sections of the Fulton County School System. No specific criteria or 
restrictions are used in choosing any of the participants. 
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Working with Human Subjects 
Teachers chosen to participate in the study were given a cover letter 
describing the study. They were asked to participate in the study on a 
voluntary basis. They were told that their responses would be kept strictly 
confidential, and that the information would be used for no other purpose than 
research. 
Each teacher agreeing to participate was given a packet containing the 
Teacher Questionnaire and an Answer Sheet outlining the instructions. 
Participating teachers were asked to return the Questionnaire within two days. 
Thirty-five Questionnaires were returned from Holcomb Bridge and thirty-nine 
from Camp Creek. 
Description of the Instrument 
In order to collect data to determine teachers' perception, it was 
necessary to locate an instrument that would measure factors affecting 
teachers' perception. A review of the literature revealed that an instrument had 
been developed by the Fulton County Certified Staff Development Department 
(1989) that was applicable to this study. The instrument was in the form of 
a questionnaire designed for gleaning responses that would be used in planning 
for the training needs of Fulton County certified and licensed personnel. It 
would also be used in evaluating the services provided by the Certified Staff 
Development Department. The instrument was tested and validated by the 
Research and Development Department of Fulton County School System. 
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For the purpose of this study, the Fulton County Board of Education 
Staff Development Questionnaire (1989) was administered to look at eight 
factors. They were: teaching experience, retirement, scheduling of sessions, 
starting time, knowledge, teachers' participation, and accessibility. Item 4 on 
the questionnaire measures whether participating teachers have five years or 
less or six years or more teaching experience. Item 5 measures the number of 
participating teachers planning to retire within the next five years. Items 6, 7, 
and 8 measure teachers' knowledge of existing staff development programs 
provided by the school system. Items 11 and 16 measure teachers' 
participation in programs provided through staff development. Items 12,13 
and 14 measure the accessibility of information regarding the staff development 
program. Items 17 measures preferred sessions of the staff development 
program and item 18 measures preferred starting times. Items 25 and 26 were 
summarized to give information on the courses and areas in which teachers feel 
there is a continued need for staff development. 
Data Collection Procedures 
The Questionnaire was administered to each classroom teacher to 
determine their perception toward identified staff development factors. Each 
participating teacher was asked to return the Questionnaire within two days. 
Instructions for completing the Questionnaire were written on the cover sheet. 




For purposes of statistical applications, the t-test procedure was used 
to see if any significant relationship exist among identified staff development 
factors for teachers at two selected middle schools; one in a high 
socioeconomic middle school and one in a low socioeconomic middle school. 
The .05 level of significance will be used to determine if the null hypotheses 
should be accepted or rejected. The frequency analysis tool was used to 
provide demographic data. 
According to Campbell and Smith (1989), the t-test is the most 
commonly used statistical tool for determining the level of significance when 
two means are compared. The t-test is a formula that generates a number, and 
this number is used to determine the probability level of rejecting the null 
hypothesis. 
Summary of Methods and Procedures 
The research methods and procedures in the study are quantitative in 
nature. The t-test was the research tool used in order to analyze data to 
determine whether there was a significant relationship between the variables. 
The frequency analysis tool was used to provide demographic data. 
Seventy-four classroom teachers from two middle schools volunteered 
to participate in the study. Responses collected from the Questionnaires were 
kept confidential and analyzed. 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this study was to examine key factors affecting 
teachers' perception of the required staff development program. Data were 
collected from seventy-four classroom teachers who volunteered to participate 
in this study. The items on the questionnaire were identified as being relevant 
to teachers' feelings toward the implementation of the staff development 
program. 
The analysis of data was obtained from the t-test and the frequency 
analysis tools. The t-test was used to test each hypothesis at the .05 level of 
significance. The frequency analysis was used to present an overview on how 
each group responded to each factor. 
The analysis of data is presented in the following parts: an overview, 
data tables which restate each hypothesis and its acceptance or rejection, and 
an explanation of the findings. 
The t-test of independence is presented in tables 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 
and 11. The frequency analysis tool was run to present demographic data and 
can be found in tables 3, 6 and 8. Figure 1 and figure 2 present additional 
information taken from the survey not written as hypotheses. 
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Testing the Null Hypotheses 
Each of the eight hypotheses are presented individually, discussed, and 
summarized with the appropriate statistical data showing its findings. 
Hypothesis 1 : There is no difference between teachers' perception 
at a low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' 
in a high socioeconomic middle school with less than 
five years experience regarding the overall staff 
development program. 
Table 1 shows that the mean perception for low socioeconomic 
teachers with less than five years teaching experience is .6 of a point higher 
than that of high socioeconomic teachers. 
TABLE 1 
LOW AND HIGH SOCIOECONOMIC TEACHERS' PERCEPTION 
WITH LESS THAN FIVE YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE 





High SES 35 2.73 
72 1.67 .086 
Low SES 39 3.33 
The t-value of 1.67 is not statistically significant; thus, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
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Hypothesis 2: There is no difference between teachers' perception 
at a low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' 
at a high socioeconomic middle school with six or 
more years experience regarding the overall staff 
development program. 
The data for table 2 show that the mean for the low socioeconomic 
teachers is .52 of a point more than the high socioeconomic teachers' mean. 
TABLE 2 
LOW AND HIGH SOCIOECONOMIC TEACHERS' PERCEPTION 
WITH SIX OR MORE YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE 
t 2-Tail 
Groups N Mean df Value Probability 
High SES 35 2.68 
72 1.89 .064 
Low SES 39 3.20 
The t-value of 1.89 is not statistically significant; thus, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
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TABLE 3 
TEACHERS' RESPONSES WITH LESS THAN FIVE 
AND MORE THAN SIX YEARS EXPERIENCE 
Years of Frequency 
Experience Analysis Percentage 
0 - 5 26 35.1 
6 - 30 48 64.9 
Total 74 100.0 
Table 3 shows the number of teachers involved in the study with less 
than five years of teaching experience and those with six or more years. Of the 
74 participating teachers, 35.1 percent have 0-5 years experience and 64.9 
percent have 6 years or more. This data reveal that the majority of the 
teachers have more years of teaching experience. 
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Hypothesis 3: There is no difference between teachers' perception 
at a low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' 
at a high socioeconomic middle school who plan to 
retire over the next five years of the overall staff 
development program. 
Table 4 shows that the mean perception for low socioeconomic 
teachers who plan to retire over the next five years is .07 of a point higher than 
that of high socioeconomic teachers. 
TABLE 4 
LOW AND HIGH SOCIOECONOMIC TEACHERS PLANNING 
TO RETIRE WITHIN FIVE YEARS 
t 2-Tail 
Groups N Mean df Value Probability 
High SES 35 1.82 
72 .76 .452 
Low SES 39 1.89 
The t-value of .76 is not statistically significant; thus, the null hypothesis 
is accepted. 
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Hypothesis 4: There is no difference between teachers' perception 
at a low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' 
at a high socioeconomic middle school regarding the 
scheduling of sessions in the overall staff 
development program. 
The data for table 5 show that the mean for the high socioeconomic 
teachers is .01 of a point more than the low socioeconomic teachers' mean. 
TABLE 5 
LOW AND HIGH SOCIOECONOMIC TEACHERS' PERCEPTION 
REGARDING THE SCHEDULING OF SESSIONS 
t 2-Tail 
Groups N Mean df Value Probability 
High SES 35 2.11 
72 -.06 9.55 
Low SES 39 2.10 
The t-value of -.06 is not statistically significant; thus, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
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TABLE 6 
TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING THE SCHEDULING OF 









No Response 3 1 2 4.1 
September - December 16 9 7 21.6 
February - May 25 14 11 33.8 
Summer 30 15 16 40.5 
Total 74 39 35 100.0 
Table 6 shows how the teachers responded to the scheduling of each 
session. Of the 74 teachers participating, 40.5 percent chose the summer, 
33.8 percent chose February - May, and 21.6 percent chose September - 
December. A further analysis of the low and high groups show an equal choice 
of the summer as the preferred session. Eleven from the low group and 
fourteen from the high group chose February - May which indicates only a 
slight difference in their second choice. 
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Hypothesis 5: There is no difference between teachers' 
perception at a low socioeconomic middle 
school and teachers' at a high socioeconomic 
middle school regarding the starting time of 
sessions in the overall staff development 
program. 
The data for table 7 show that the mean score for the high 
socioeconomic teachers is .68 of a point more than the low socioeconomic 
teachers' mean. The data shown in table 7 indicates a mean score of 2.68 for 
the high group and a mean score of 2.00 for the low group. 
TABLE 7 
LOW AND HIGH SOCIOECONOMIC TEACHERS' PERCEPTION OF 
STARTING TIME OF THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 





High SES 35 2.68 
72 -2.29 0.25 
Low SES 39 2.00 
A further statistical analysis of the t-test indicate that at the .05 level 
there is a significant difference between the means. An inverse relationship is 
indicated by the t-test of -2.29. This indicates that an opposite positive is 
being addressed by the groups. We can only attribute this to the fact that a 
strong variability exist within the groups. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
47 
TABLE 8 
TEACHERS' RESPONSES REGARDING THE STARTING 










No Response 7 4 3 9.5 
3:15 PM 13 9 4 17.6 
4:00 PM 24 15 9 32.4 
4:15 PM 9 5 4 12.2 
4:30 PM 21 6 15 28.4 
Total 74 39 35 100.0 
Table 8 shows how the teachers responded to each starting time 
session. Of the 74 teachers, 32.4 percent chose 4:00 p.m., 28.4 percent 
chose 4:30 p.m., 17.6 percent chose 3:15 p.m., and 12.2 percent chose 4:15 
p.m. One can see that the teachers prefer 4:00 p.m. as the starting time of the 
staff development program. A further analysis shows 15 in the low group 
preferred 4:00 p.m. as the starting time and 15 in the high group preferred 
4:30 p.m. This represents an opposite view between the two groups. 
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Hypothesis 6: There is no difference between teachers' 
perception at a low socioeconomic middle 
school and teachers' at a high socioeconomic 
middle school regarding knowledge of 
available requirement information pertaining to 
the overall staff development program. 
The data for table 9 show that the mean score for the low 
socioeconomic teachers is .05 of a point more than the high socioeconomic 
teachers' mean. 
TABLE 9 
TEACHERS' KNOWLEDGE OF THE STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
t 2-Tail 
Groups N Mean df Value Probability 
High SES 35 1.12 
72 1.06 .293 
Low SES 39 1.17 
The t-value of 1.06 is not statistically significant; thus, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
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Hypothesis 7: There is no difference between teachers' perception 
at a low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' 
at a high socioeconomic middle school regarding the 
need for their participation in the overall staff 
development program. 
Table 10 shows that the mean perception for low socioeconomic 
teachers participation in the staff development program is .08 of a point higher 
than that of high socioeocnomic teachers. 
TABLE 10 
TEACHERS' PARTICIPATION IN THE STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
t 2-Tail 
Groups N Mean df Value Probability 
High SES 35 1.24 
72 .99 .328 
Low SES 39 1.32 
The t-value of .99 is not statistically significant; thus, the null hypothesis 
is accepted. 
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Hypothesis 8: There is no difference between teachers' perception 
at a low socioeconomic middle school and teachers' 
at a high socioeconomic middle school regarding the 
accessibility of available information pertaining to the 
overall staff development program. 
The data for table 11 show that the mean score for high 
socioeconomic teachers is .07 of a point higher than the low socioeconomic 
teachers' mean. 
TABLE 11 
TEACHERS' ACCESSIBILITY OF INFORMATION PERTAINING 
TO THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
t 2-Tail 
Groups N Mean df Value Probability 
High SES 35 1.19 
72 .87 .386 
Low SES 39 1.12 
The t-value of -.87 is not statistically significant; thus, the null 
hypothesis is accepted. 
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Supplemental information gleaned from the survey regarding the 
selection of courses and areas for continued need of staff development can be 
found in figure 1 and figure 2. 
High SES Middle School Low SES Middle School 
1. Computers in Instruction 1. Stress Control Techniques 
for Students and Teachers 
2. Stress Control Techniques 
for Students and Teachers 
2. The Troubled Student: 
The Teacher's Role 
3. Computers in Composition 3. Positive Behavioral 
Management Techniques 
(Classroom Management) 
4. The Troubled Student: The 
Teacher's Role 
4. Computers in Instruction: 
Law for the Classroom Teacher 
5. Positive Behavioral 
Management Techniques 
(Classroom Management) 
5. Creative and Functional 
Writing 
Fig. 1. Courses Identified for Continued Need 
Figure 1 presents a list of courses taken from the Questionnaaire in 
which seventy-four teachers feel there is a continued need for staff 
development. The top five courses are listed according to rank in descending 
order with one being the highest. From a list of nineteen, the following courses 
were selected by both groups and appeared in the top five rankings. They 
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were: The Troubled Student, Computers in Instruction, Stress Control 
Techniques for Students and Positive Behavioral Management Techniques. 
High SES Middle School Low SES Middle School 
1. Computers 1. Discipline 
2. Discipline 2. Effective Instruction 
Science 
3. Effective Instruction 
Science 
3. Effective Schools 
4. Mathematics 4. Teaching Models 
5. Reading 5. Learning Styles 
Fig. 2. Areas identified for continued need. 
Figure 2 presents a list of areas taken from the Questionnaire in which 
seventy-four teachers feel there is a continued need for staff development. The 
top five areas are listed according to rank in descending order. From a list of 
twelve, the following areas were selected by both groups and appeared in the 
top five rankings. They were: Discipline and Effective Instruction. 
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Summary 
The focus of this chapter was to analyze the data with respect to each 
hypothesis and each respective finding. Seventy-four classroom teachers 
participated in the study to examine identified factors influencing teachers' 
perception of the implementation of a required staff development program. 
The t-test analysis was used to accept or reject the eight null 
hypotheses and the frequency analysis tool was used to provide demographic 
data. 
All hypotheses were tested to the .05 level of significance. Null 
hypotheses 1,2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8 were accepted, thus, indicating that whether 
they come from a high or low socioeconomic middle school there is no 
difference between the seven factors. Null hypothesis 5 was rejected 
indicating a significant difference between teachers' perception from a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' from a high socioeconomic middle 
school regarding starting time of sessions in the overall staff development 
program. 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUMMARY 
The purpose of this chapter is to report the findings, conclusions, 
implications, recommendations, and a summary of the research project. 
Through a questionnaire, data on teachers' perception were collected from 
seventy-four teachers in two selected Fulton County Middle schools. The 
findings, as they related to the hypotheses, were as follows: 
Findings 
1. There is no difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school with five years or less experience 
regarding the overall staff development program. 
2. There is no difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school with six years or more experience 
regarding the overall stafff development program. 
3. There is no difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school who plan to retire over the next five 
years regarding the overall staff development program. 
4. There is no difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the scheduling of sessions 
in the overall staff development program. 
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5. There is a difference between teachers' perception in a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the starting time of 
sessions in the overall staff development program. 
6. There is no difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding knowledge of available 
required information pertaining to the overall staff development 
program. 
7. There is no difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the need for their 
participation in the overall staff development program. 
8. There is no difference between teachers' perception at a low 
socioeconomic middle school and teachers' at a high 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the accessibility of 
available information pertaining to the overall staff development 
program. 
Conclusions 
Based on the findings and related literature, the researcher concluded 
that educators must continue to reassess the purpose of a staff development 
program. Teachers should become involved in planning, organizing, 
implementing, and evaluating a staff development program so that in the long 
run, their experiences will improve what they are doing with students. 
The study indicated that there is no statistically significant difference 
in teachers' perception in a high socioeconomic middle school and a low 
socioeconomic middle school regarding the knowledge of, participation in, and 
accessibility of the overall staff development program. 
Therefore, the staff development program of Fulton County School 
56 
System is making available to teachers required information regarding the staff 
development program. Information regarding the program can be obtained 
without undue difficulty. Teachers are aware that staff development courses 
apply toward certificate renewal and that professional development stipends are 
made available to them during the summer. However, there was a significant 
difference in teachers' perception regarding the starting time of sessions in the 
staff development program. This difference may be attributed to the variability 
that exist within the two groups. 
Implications 
The following implications are pertinent to the study: 
1. According to research, staff development must prepare teachers 
to meet the needs of our diverse student population. If teachers 
are to truly meet these needs, they will need a staff development 
program that will help prepare them for this challenge. 
2. The faculty is the key to changes that takes place at the building 
level. Therefore, the principal is critical to the successful planning 
and implementation of a staff development program. 
3. Ample time should be provided for a staff development team to 
assess school needs and to identify an appropriate program for 
improvement. A staff development program is more useful when 
it is planned in response to the assessed needs of teachers. 
4. A staff development program must be scheduled at times when 
it is convenient for teachers to attend. Teachers showed a 
difference in their preference for starting time. Teachers in the 
low middle school group chose 4:00 p.m. and teachers in the high 
middle school group chose 4:30 p.m. 
5. Teachers are more likely to participate in a staff development 
program when they can expand their knowledge and skills, 
contribute to their growth, and enhance their effectiveness with 
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students. The majority of the teachers participating in the study 
indicated that the staff development program generally met their 
needs. 
6. Teachers are more committed to staff development if they have 
been involved in the planning stages and have some control over 
their own experiences. An example of this can be seen in the 
supplementary information taken from the list of courses and 
areas for continued need of staff development. Both groups of 
teachers chose high on their list the following three courses: The 
Troubled Student, Stress Control Techniques for Students and 
Teachers, and Computers in Instruction. 
7. When planning a staff development program, teachers should be 
given the opportunity to choose a preferred starting time. 
Evidence of this is indicated in the way the teachers responded to 
the questionnaire. There was a split in the preferred time between 
teachers in the low middle school group and teachers in the high 
middle school group. 
8. Since schools do not have unlimited resources, it would be 
advisable to tap into other resources such as business 
partnerships and other community agencies. 
Recommendations 
1. An on-going staff development program must be provided for all 
teachers. 
2. School districts need to demonstrate their commitment to 
promoting the continuing professional development of all teachers. 
3. School districts should provide stipends for all staff development 
courses to encourage teacher participation. 
4. School districts should provide release time for some courses to 
encourage teacher participation. 
5. Based on this study, teachers should be given the opportunity to 
select courses and/or areas identified as a need for improvement. 
6. School districts need to be sensitive to teachers work hours when 
scheduling a staff development program. 
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7. Teachers should be required to take a content related staff 
development program that will strengthen their job skills. 
8. A staff development program should provide opportunities for 
teachers to become more actively involved in community 
education programs. Since schools are not the only institutions 
that educate, more attention should focus on all institutions, 
agencies, and organizations which serve the community. 
9. A staff development program should include courses and areas 
that provide training that address current trends and innovations. 
10. Implementation of a staff development program should be 
evaluated annually. This input could prove useful in determining 
the direction of future programs. 
10. More staff development programs are needed to prepare teachers 
to meet the needs of our multiracial,multiethnic and multilingual 
growing student population. 
11. Schools should actively involve business partnerships in their staff 
development program to take advantage of the wide range of 
expertise in technology, management and other resources. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine identified factors affecting 
teachers' perception in a high socioeconomic middle school and a low 
socioeconomic middle school of a required staff development program. 
The findings from the study indicated that there was no difference 
between teachers' perception toward scheduling of sessions, knowledge of, 
participation in, and accessibility of the overall staff development program. 
However, there was a significant difference in teachers' perception toward the 
starting time of the staff development program. 
Therefore, school districts must take a more in-depth look when 
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planning a staff development program to meet the needs of the teachers they 
serve. 
This study was successful in adding to existing knowledge the 
importance of soliciting teachers' input when planning for a future staff 
development program. It is hoped that other researchers will be inspired by this 
work to explore other factors related to teachers' perception toward a required 
staff development program. The human element cannot be ignored when 
planning and implementing an effective staff development program. A 
successful staff development program is vital to preparing teachers to meet the 
needs of diverse students and communities they serve. Therefore, staff 
development must become the process through which educators are enabled 
to thoughtfully and critically examine the purpose, role, structure, and 
organization of schooling. 
Finally, this study will aid staff developers in collaboration with the 
instructional department and professional standards commission in planning a 




FULTON COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
1989 
Please bubble appropriate responses for each answer. 
Use No. 2 Pencil Only 
1. Job Classification 2. Level 3. Job Site 
O Central Office Administrator 
O Local School Administrator 
O Counselor/Psychiatrist 
O Department Head/IRT 
O Elementary School 
O Middle School 
O High School 
O Other 
O North County 
0 South County 
0 Tri-Cities 
0 Itinerant 
O Classroom Teacher 
O School Aide 
O Special Education/TAG 
O Paraprofessional 
O Other 
4. Bubble the number of years of service credited by Fulton County. 
O First year O 1-5 years O 6-15 years O 16-25 years O Over 25 years 
employee 
5. Do you plan to retire within the next five years? 
O Yes O No 
6. Are you aware that staff development courses provided by Fulton County apply toward 
certificate/license renewal? 
O Yes O No 
7. Are you aware that Professional Development Stipends have been available for some 
courses during the summer? 
O Yes O No 
8. Are you aware that you are required to get permission from the Fulton County Staff 
Development Office before you enroll in a staff development course offered outside of the 
school district? 
O Yes 0 No 
9. How many staff development courses have you taken through Fulton County in the last 
calendar year? 
00 01 02 03 O More 
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10. How many staff development courses do you plan to take during the next three year 
period? 
OO 01 02 03 O More 
11. Would you like to see the Staff Development Department actively pursue the creation of 
courses of less than 5 hours of credit? 
O Yes O No 
12. Has staff development information been made readily available to you? 
O Yes O No 
13. Were you able to register for any staff development courses without undue difficulty? 
O Yes O No 
14. When in contact with the Staff Development Department during the last six months, 
were the office personnel courteous and helpful? 
O Yes O No 
15. Do you see any areas where your faculty could benefit from a local school based course? 
O Yes 0 No (If yes, see your principal.) 
16. Have you found the staff development courses to generally meet your needs? 
O Yes 0 No 
17. Bubble the session you prefer for course work. 
O September - December O February - May O Summer 
18. Bubble the starting time you prefer. 
O 3:15 0 4:00 O 4:15 O 4:30 
Please bubble courses and areas in which you feel there is a continued need for staff 
development. 
Courses Areas 
O The arts in the Classroom, Alliance Theatre 
O Aspects of Health (First Aid and CPR) 
O Computers in Composition 
O Creative and Functional Writing 
O Identification of Exceptional Children and Youth 
O Law for the Classroom Teacher 
O Local History Resources at Your Doorstep, 
Atlanta Historical Society 
O Middle Grades Reading 
O Computers 
O Discipline 
O Effective Instruction 
O Effective Schools 
O Language Arts 
O Learning Styles 
O Learning Theory 
O Mathematics 
O Physical Education 
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Courses 
O Nature and Curriculum Needs of the 
Middle Grade Learner 
O Positive Behavioral Management Techniques 
(classroom management) 
O Primary Grades Reading 
O Science Naturally, Chattahoochee 
Nature Center 
O Stress Control Techniques for Students and Teachers 
O Teacher Expectations and Student Achievement 
O Teacher's Medical Alert, Georgia Learning Resource Center 
O Teaching Low Achieving Math Students 
O The Troubled Student: The Teacher's Role 




O Teaching Models 
Thank you for taking time to complete this survey so that the Staff Development Department 
can better meet your needs. Your input is appreciated. 
Appendix B 
Letter Granting Authorization to Use Instrument 
FULTON COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION 
November 11, 1993 
To Whom It May Concern: 
This letter hereby gives permission for Ms. Katherine Jones to use the "Fulton County 
Board of Education, Staff Development Survey Form” as part of her educational work. 
Sincerely, 
Thomas M. Payne 
64 
Appendix C 
Letter to Colleagues 
My Fellow Colleagues: 
As we approach the year 2000, staff development must become a part 
of the process through which teachers become further educated to meet the 
needs of our diverse student population and keep abreast of changes within our 
profession. 
Presently, I am collecting data for my thesis at Clark Atlanta University 
to determine how you feel about the staff development program provided by 
our school system. I am asking you on a voluntary basis to assist me in 
collecting data by responding to the statements on the following pages. There 
are no right or wrong answers. I just want your opinion about each item. 
DIRECTIONS 
Please use a number 2 pencil to complete both sides of the answer sheet 
provided. Bubble in the answer space that best describes your response. 
Thanks for your cooperation. 
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